One straightforward prediction that has frequently been drawn from Craik and Lockhart's (1972) auditorily presented messages, subjects could retain the identity of the speaker, whether male or female, for several minutes after the original presentation (Geiselman, 1979; Geiselman & Bellezza, 1976 Geiselman & Glenny, 1977) , Typically, the evidence demonstrating this long-term retention effect was based on the finding that words were recognized better if they were re-presented in the same voice at the time of test. For example,
Craik and Kirsner (1974) found that after a 2-min delay, words that were tested in the same voice (male or female) as at presentation were recognized slightly better than those words tested in a different voice (,89 vs ,86) , The advantage of the "same-voice" test appears to fluctuate somewhat from one study to the next, but generally seems to be in the range of 3 to 10 per cent (Craik & Kirsner, 1974; Geiselman & Bjork, 1980; Geiselman & Glenny, 1977) , A more direct way to measure memory for the voice of the input event is simply to re-present the event later and ask the subject to recall whether it was originally presented in the male or in the female voice: Craik and Kirsner (1974) , Hintzman et al, Table 2 into the four possible test situations, depending upon the physical similarity between the acquisition and test statements. The four test situations were: acquisition and test statements match on both sex and language features, match on sex but not language, match on language but not on sex, and match on neither language nor sex.
For example, the upper right hand score in each block refers to the situation in which the acquisition and test statements matched on the sex feature but did not match on language (e.g., the acquisition statement was presented in a ME voice and the test statement was in the MS voice). A preliminary analysis these data showed that recall of the language feature was better when the test\and acquisition statements were presented in the same language than in different languages (.69 vs .61), F (1, 69) = 9.80, MSE = .026. There was no effect on language recall, however, of matching the sex of the acqUisition and and test statements (.66 vs .64), F41. The findings were parallel for recall of the sex feature. That is, recall was more accurate when the shx of the acquisition and test stateMents matched than when they mismatched (.71 vs .49), F (1, 69) = 48.88, MSE = .035. But there was no effect on recall of the S8X feature as a function of matching the language of the acquisition and test statements (.60 vs .59), F<1.
Insert Table 2 (Garner, 1974) (Loftus, 1979; Spiro, 1977 
